Use of the prevalence ratio v the prevalence odds ratio in view of confounding in cross sectional studies Editor-Since we first submitted our letter on the prevalence ratio v the prevalence odds ratio in cross sectional studies of common disease,' as first discussed by Lee and Chia,5 Stromberg has made two comments on this matter.34 In his second letter he is critical of our notion that a different pattern of confounding is present when considering the prevalence ratio (PR) compared with the prevalence odds ratio (POR)4-that is, that the use of POR implies confounding even when the study base is not confounded in terms of prevalence data (and the reverse is also true). Then, by constructing a set of cross sectional data, where an extraneous factor F affects the prevalence ratio but not the prevalence odds ratio, he suggests that "F may modify the effect of exposure without being a confounder in the conventional meaning; moreover, F may modify the POR and not the PR, and vice versa".
By calculation of the adjusted PR and POR (in Stromberg's example 2-14 and  3 00, table) Recast and expanded tablefrom Strrimberg,4 with prevalence ratios (PR) and prevalence odds ratios (POR) by stratum and overall, crude and adjusted: the stratification factor, F, modifies but exerts no confounding on the prevalence of disease, but F differendy influences the proportion ofhealthy subjects among exposed and non-exposed people, thereby exerting confounding on the POR Exposed Non-exposed 
